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Memorandum for Mr. Pevsner otf "The Ssesrengers” 

Beginning with, the title which is intended as perfection against 
the intent and design of libel, this is a malicious book. Leads and Schiller got 
me, at least, to talk to them by c series of misrepresentations and by using the 
name of Capitol Records, and by trading on the name of Penn “ones, then my friend. 

They said they were making an historical document, for ittaarayxna* college use. 

Sven then, when I ’sent to Washington to meet them although 1 was ill, I stipulated 
that X would offer opinions about competitors only be causa they wars preparing what 
they describe^ and then only entirely of? the record. 1 presume this hss been 
edited out of their tapes* but it is fact. is also fact that the extensive 
editing of the tapes is transparent. They have bean edited to make them, moan and 
sey entirely other than I did. This will become clear. Going fcfcth this was a mis- 
re /recantation of their oun beliefs, as fellow critics of tm ’^ar^en Be port. They 
spoke to me of only a record. They never nsde mention of a book or any other use. 

Before anything '’pcearet, record, article or bock, they brendbed their 
contract. I *v- : on t e ^ouls Lomax show in Hollywood in mid-Ifecembe: 1966 anc. ha 
had a transcript he said nag of my statements to them. 1 phoned Capitol Records, which 
is located in Hollywood, end dchiller invited m to lunch the next clay, s - onday. 
>'illism '"•♦Conrell, my host, an actor, was with, me and cm confirm that Schiller 
claimed the tra nsoripi was stolen by an engineer -/ad that no farther unauthorized 
use wool: be made of it. He still maintained the pretense of being on our side. And 
he told what I later learned wore lies, like he had a sound tope of the octucl 
assaasinaticn, with four shots audible although the official account was of three. 

■Then X finally heard the record, on a radio show to mica A had bean 
invited -iVho-af being fold it v- 1 ■ be pi .ye - an it, about January 6, 1967, in 
bsshingten, I was graved. I resell no quotation of or r fgrenua to :e but the 
record was so libellous, of ouch openly defamatory int-iht, that 1 immediately 
wrote Capitol Records, *ou have eo /.as of the letters, X regarded this ana their 
contract to pay a royalty ia my name to the - -eunady ifcrary without having made 
such arrangements as a breach, of agreement and I demanded that they make no use at all 
of what they had taped from me. The Kennedy library had announced they would not 
accept any payments from Capitol Records, I have never had an accounting of sales 
nor have I had any royalties paid rae. 'The letters I wrote were received for I got 
non -responsive replies from both Capitol and Schiller. It now appears that their 
delay in responding tend they never made meaningful response) was for the pur- 
pose of stringing it out so their profit-seeking record would have s chance (it 
is anything but an historical document and is by no stretch of even o sick imagin- 
ation designed for colleges), so the newspaper uss (Hea York "So rid Telegram), book 
end syndication could be cashed in on, ’This all folio sod by letter to Gapitol, tell- 
ing them they no longer hsd any right to use eny of this material. 

Rad Schiller told ns he had been Jack Buby*s agent (and, es 1 later 
learned, milked him). I’d never have talked to him. Hor would * have tftfl or any 
the misrepresented conditions. However, he was net content with tills, for what he 
quotes froT rae has been deliberately and maliciously edited, '^fcis cannot be acciden- 
tal. He cannot produce original tapes that sey what his bock says. This is a Dell 
(Dial, also Dell) book, reprinted by Meredith, thet is, the chapter on me. 

Other evid nee that S chi liar was aware of what he was icing is in his 
refusal to confront me. It. was on s Friday night that I hoard tlr record, on tbs 
Stave Allison Show, then on. TTDC, Tsohington. Allison told me Schiller would be in 
Washington and on his show, I then issued the challenge. Another time, in Rhils&el- 
Shis, when Schiller was asked to confront me, he said ho could net eraser et c time 
I could. I zzyft this because of the pretense of his writing. Eo dere not confront 
rae on it and especially dared not when the record was just issued. 




A publisher resding (pegs 3), "Errors sad distortions of fact abound in both 
Jfait awash and its successor, Whitewash II.” Similar, and similarly false, charges 
appear in the text. 



Of course, -*• have no copy of their tapes, the original or the 
heavily edited and distorted version they uue in the book. But the Alterations 
and the malicious purposes are obvious. Sylvie ^sagher would not talk to them. They 
open by changing what I said, in content ana context, to convert it into sn attack 
or. her. This was in the letter part of 1366. her book did not appear until late the 
ntfxt year, more than six months after publication of Scavengers. £>c, they edited 
what I said {she tha$ hed published only an index end * nave net seen her book in 
manuscript-! never did), to make it cone out,” ’My knowledge is more important 
than Sylvia Meagher*© because she specialized in too many things that ere trivial. 

I here n very good (law) suit, * V-biaberg observed, v.i thout naming the potential 
defendant, etc. Sylvie even mieuru'i -• rstood this to be © reference to her. The:- Mlow, 
however, with 3 reference to :? he”. Now that is not possibly! ail thst I said about 
this, yet there is no break in what i- presented ns e direct quotation . i a fact, neither 
asterisks nor acts ere usee in what j.. presented as continuous speaking by men. in 
any of the edited quotations. 



Apropos of the slander about commercial! dn* they present ( pege %5t 
144 , "'ell, as are all citations} the truth about my not making- uhy money but going 
Into debt in a meaner to make it appear I 8 in a liar. They also falsely cell me 
a liar for saying, truthfully, io&t ray work had not receive- reviews {setae page). 
There hau been c few alight refe ©aces, but no single review of the book of which 
I am swore with, the exception of one in tats form ofl sn apology, on the vest eoest 
'and we were tailing about the ©set, '.ho I:s.; York Tines, ’feehingtoa Post, etc. 



mines* as it is, they have me Saying geese eat ''leaves” , when they do not* They 

dies ha vo me telling tnsm that " low-flying helicopters, according to Weinberg, 

eventually inhibited his flock of geese from reproducing." Perhaps not libel, but 

another example of their clear ocut«*m ; >t for fact and disinterest in a c curacy, 

especially when they c^orm to have all this on i».j>o» my geess >• c r © nr .'. fr.ctor 

in vhe lawsuit that, rather "ban "according to k.-ii sberg”, I won, in faxxai 

federal district court i;x - nltinore , establishing a new. xinciplo of Low about airspace. 
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itol name 
could not 



It has just dawned on mo that the only rot- son 'hoy would nova 
such long interviews with so many people they Lid not and could not 
in the short record was that they wars using the record and the Cap- 
as a cover tc accomplish this malicious purpose. They <d aid not have, 
even hove attempted it, any ether way. 



On pages 145 snd 146 they adit what 1 actually said tc make it 
appear as substantiation of their charge of scavenger ”, or ccmercialims., to 
make it appear falsely that 1 decided to go back to writing in time tc write 
about the assassination, that it .-as the assassination that caused this. That 
is false. 1 had done this months before, in close contact with tha Pentagon, 
had aii agent, and hod two books not at all related bo the assassination lined up. 
That I did is leter made clear because they quite as in s different context 
(page 160), st the end, as part of a ridicule. There tney quite me as saying, 

"We had more or less commitment from a publisher on two different books...” 

They knew, ye« they altered the meaning to make it libellous or to make it seem 
to substantiate their libel clrjfhere. 



Another, minor but significant because it is permeating, sign, of 

their uaeox^m for accuracy is the? psggb 148 insertion about ay sending the 






it? Did not get canned? And the FBI en- the Commission hid it? So-; ©on thY 
then gloss over tne tact that despite the dams ge non? o? tte till" h-d to ts 
discarded? It could have teen, repaired with plastic, without removing anything. 
Also bearing on this, after I exposed this and drew attention tcYt,YlFE Issued 
the statement of accidental damage and announced they were releasing the copies. 
I go into this in the first chapter of MOTf&’AFHIC ‘" ! HTPF "*5ft, where I sheer the-; 
neter did, refused copies to me, and the A P put an "oter our dead bodies" 
restriction on the copies given them* They have never been published. 



just as 
like an; 
There i 



i'here is no aoubt that the material between the sprocket holes, 
part cfsthe film as any other part, with preserved ima.eas or it 
ir part, is missing, as iShhiijer end Lewis acknowledge (page 151). 
Loubt that this was kept out of the evidence and the files, no 



no 




doubt it no longer exists. If, extemporaneously, I said tbs FBI destroyed the 
film (which ie not f&at I wrote), th:y aid, to all ^reotlenljr purposes, hide tip 
fact fact it ;vas missing from, the members of tkaE Commission. As I point out 
shore I wrote about tais, the FBI agent is the one who nu- bored the froaes , or £ 
he numbered around the missing ones end nisidentified 2.12, in full possession 
of the significance of whet he was doiu.-, and of whet or 3 missing, ".'here is no 
evidence these rtsmbere of the Contnissicn ever knew this. Svtillor him: elf told me, 
ir. 0 1 Con ell’s presence, that when "hey learned it, after I brought it to 
light, it shook thee uo. One of the members told him, I think he sold ?ord. 




that' "the Warren. ^oiaalGeion ai srepreseat e a FBI re -enactment of films token (sic) 
at the asaessisf.-tion sits to support the theory that there was only r single 
•-s-sassin." The "sic” is because this it not vhnt I said. I die not 0 itioi^e 
the FBI re-enactment of films but spf the FBI re -enactment and the films thpy 
tiK-.k. These are not the sane. They then go into e suppressed FBI ‘"port. The 
real significance of this report is distorted to create a further defamation of 
m s and deprecation of my work, to falsely label it inaccurate. This ronort raises 
the question of how foot the comers 77a s actually going and says it wee going 
fester than the official conjecture. The word "conjecture” is p.o accident, for 
despite the tricky writing here to aeeom'Tieh the malicious intent, that camera 
has two fixed speeds, suppressed by the FBI an? the Gcmmirsion and by the FBI 
from the Commission members' in their "expert" testimony. Without an© lysis of fehe 
film itself, it therefore 'is not, possible to know the speed at which it was at 
actually going. But when the FBI agent reported, accurately or not (and I quote 
his eaacfc words and reproduce his report in facsimile) , that the camera was 
going faster than. 18 frames per second, without this analysis it was not only 
impossible to state the actual speed, but failure to make the simple analysis 
is culpable, .Actual y, the camera can run at almost any speed between 18 arc 
48 frames per second, carefully hidden by Schiller and. Lewie and if was oy the 
government. Their writing here on the 30$ difference in actual* and re-enact- 
ment films is so distorting and dish. 'nest I will not, unless you want the great 
length required, give you the detail, I think the answer to their defamation is 





They make serious charges against ray integrity base-:’: on several 
misrepresentations end sisfcortions, aside from the ’isreprabentation of my corn- 
plots accuracy, for there was a difference of 30$ in the filmed motion-picture 
re-enactment and the actual assassination film. They alleged that I " juxtaposed” 
those ’’ two pieces c testimony, which are actually 14 pages apart in Volume 'V 
of the Ucamieaioa hearings * Weisborg leads the reader te believe that Sgmagy 
Shmeyfelt was using: the Zspruder camera when he testified about, the difference 
in tin® span of tine, Seisberg fails to tell his readers that Sis&eylelt is 
only comparing the film taken tpp different camera {at a different location) 
with the aetusl Za prude r ?i Jia" . Location is immaterial, lor the time is the same 
from any point. But two pages of Shone yfelt*s testimony intervene between the 
two quotations 1 made, and there is no in terrupti onain content or contest, “e 
began hie testimony in the hearing room, &e resumed it in the room in v&io, the 
film wes projects d -care fully hidden by Schillei and Lewis, although quite ex- 
plicit in the testimony and the record, The very first words of the resumed 
hearing are by Commission Assistant Counsel Specter, ”Llay the record a h em now show 




that the Cenrniseion l»s now reassembled en the first floor of the W-- Building 
v-here r; notion picture projector and screen here been ret up for the rl swing cf 
the films { 5H1V5) . -hat I quote is whet follows next, oo that page. 




I brought to light, hidden, in the Warren Keport, for it is suppressed fron it. 




